physical geography played a key role, with northward movement along the rivers. Early settlement of Chicago brought movement from the north, with further extensions into the mining communities in Northwestern Illinois.
We have an incomplete picture of the exact nature of the dialects spoken in Illinois in late 1800s, but have some spoken clues coming from characterizations of literary dialect (see Fenno, 1983) . Later influences came as a result of the National Highway that extended into Southern Illinois from the east, an antecedent to today's I-70, and movement to the south from Chicago to St. Louis along historic Route 66, the precursor of today's I-55, sometimes identified in dialect studies as the St. Louis Corridor. The resulting picture is a state with many layers of dialects, a region that "…not only represents a crossroads of migration, a conduit from the East to the West, but also a transitional corridor between the two major cultural regions, the North and South" (Carver, 1989, p. 190) .
Many have observed that Greater St. Louis, the St. Louis Corridor, and regions of Southern Illinois outside these areas pose interesting problems for dialect documentation (Callary, 1975; Carver, 1989; Friedman, 2015; Labov, 2007; Labov, Ash, & Boberg, 1997 Murray, 1993 Murray, , 2002 Frazer, 1978 Frazer, , 1987 Kurath, 1972; Marckwardt, 1957; Wolfram & Schilling, 2016) . One important piece of this complexity is found in Southwestern Illinois, where researchers have long observed that Greater St. Louis forms a dialect island within the broader Midland region (Frazer, 1987) . Map 1 situates the dialect island within the United States, and Map 2 provides a visualization adapted from the Atlas of North American English (ANAE) (2006) showing that the surrounding Midlands dialect in Southern Illinois differs from the St. Louis area with a corridor that extends certain northern features southward. The ANAE (2006) further reports on St. Louis Island phonological characteristics that do not match the general Midlands dialect, such as solid contrast of /o/ and /oh/, general raising of /ae/, with extreme fronting of /ae/ in bat and bad. The ANAE reports vowels in both cut and coat further back than the vowel in cot, and a spreading loss of its traditional merger of /ahr/ and /ɔhr/ to coalesce with the Northern Cities Vowel Shift (NCS). The ANAE additionally finds St. Louis Corridor characteristics similar to the Inland North and western New York State in that, unlike the Midland dialect surrounding this area, resistance to low back merger coincides with the raising of /ae/.
1 Labov (2007) states that the front-back approximation of /e/ and /o/ is "generally absent in the Midland region, except for St. Louis and nearby communities" (p. 373, italics added).
Labov (2007) the change in the Inland North involved consistent chain-shifting rotating six vowels, while the corridor displays "a more irregular result," showing that sound changes diffuse "…individually rather than as a system" (2007, p. 383) . The data used here are all phonological, date from the late 1990s, involve four
Teslur speakers, and demonstrate somewhat differing language behavior.
The ANAE view of St. Louis concurs with Murray's (1993 Murray's ( , 2006 accounts that documented other well-known features in the city of St. Louis. These include its stereotypical pronunciation of an icecream sundae ('sun-duh'), distinct from the day of the week ('sun-day'), and 'ar' pronunciation in like forty, born, former, and short, pronounced as 'farty,' 'barn,' 'farmer,' and 'shart. ' Murray also reports that these pronunciations are rapidly transitioning. He states that pronunciations that were standard among young and old alike in the 1980s, were only rarely heard among younger generations when he wrote his 2006 paper (Spirited Speech, p. 127).
Murray (1993, 2006) , however, also examined lexical and syntactic data from 1982 to 2001, and found that while pronunciation was moving towards the Inland North, the lexicon and syntax remained relatively unchanged. This finding suggests the need to consider lexical and syntactic data alongside phonological data to achieve a fuller picture. While lexical data taken by itself may be problematic, especially if arbitrary selections are used to independently establish dialect boundaries, a truer picture certainly emerges if such data is used to illuminate boundaries suggested by other analyses.
These observations, however, only begin to convey the unusual dialectal circumstances in Southwestern Illinois. Preston (2003) , Bigham (2008) , and others have observed a lack of detailed dialect research on communities in Southern Illinois, 2 creating a gap in our knowledge of the already complex situation in Illinois. Despite the presence of a proposed dialect island encompassing the Greater St. Louis area, formal evidence, as well as informal and popular culture examinations of Southern Illinois and St.
Louis dialects, suggest this area is less homogenous than previously thought. Friedman (2015) observed that the St. Louis Corridor appears to be simultaneously both a single dialect area and two distinct dialect areas. Zanuttini (2014) notes that it is important to raise questions about how micro-varieties of North
American English change and depart from one another, because even small changes can ultimately yield different varieties of English. The varieties of English coexisting within a limited geographic region suggest the possibility of differing inventories of linguistic resources, even within what some judge to be a homogenous dialect area.
RESEARCH QUESTIONS
Our study of this region explores whether an analogous situation to Friedman's (2015) observations about the St. Louis Corridor occurs within Greater St. Louis. We consider whether there is evidence of unified divergence from dialects outside the metropolitan area, but with patterns that also reveal significant lexical and syntactic differences within the island. We query also, with Murray (2006) , whether age affects the changes that we observe. More specifically, will we find evidence supporting transmission and/or diffusion across the dialect behavior in this region (Labov, 2007) ?
While northern and southern areas of Illinois may be becoming more distinct in pronunciation due to the NCS and Southern Shift, we focus on lexical and syntactic data from this region. Moreover, we investigate the lexical and syntactic questions in a specialized manner, not focusing entirely on rare appearances of language variants, but rather by analyzing distributional differences of common and widespread terms across our area of study.
METHODOLOGY AND RESEARCH VARIABLES
We report the findings of a seven-year study focused initially on six counties in Southwestern The interview data included video and/or audio recordings made of participants reading word lists, responding to lexical and syntactic prompts, and answering interview questions. The interview portion queried whether respondents felt they spoke similarly to people in other regions of the state.
Illinois residents were asked specifically about similarities and differences with St. Louis and vice versa.
Respondents were also asked how far someone could travel away from where they grew up, but still sound like them and the people immediately around them (their family, neighbors, friends), and whether they had noticed any communities that are located very near to their own community, but where people talk in ways that noticeably differ from the way that they talk.
A total of 815 respondents participated in these two data collections. Nearly 95% of those participating were white, with the remainder self-identifying as African American, Asian, Hispanic, Two communicates differences between subjects on some characteristic. Because the survey responses were collapsed into a series of unordered choices, we used a multinomial logistic regression to test our theoretical expectations, as this is the most appropriate technique given the structure of our dependent variables. 5 As an inferential statistical technique, multinomial logistic regression also allows us to draw more accurate conclusions while accounting for an array of independent variables within the same modeling structure. By contrast, descriptive statistics do not provide the same explanatory leverage.
However, our data contains individuals distributed across counties. Consequently, computing our standard errors by normal processes as the basis by which we conduct our tests of statistical significance is likely inappropriate (Cameron and Miller, 2015) , since it is possible that the values of responses in one county would be influenced by those in adjacent counties. For example, it is possible that responses from those in Madison County, Illinois may be influenced by those in St. Clair County, an adjacent county.
Thus, our analysis needs to account for the likely presence of these types of situations in the data, also known as spatial autocorrelation.
To do so, we employ clustered standard errors and computed our tests of statistical significance using cluster-adjusted t-statistics using pairs cluster bootstrapped t-statistics (Esarey and Menger, Forthcoming) . 6 This method of computing standard errors, and by extension, t-statistics allows a more accurate computation of standard errors in cases like ours-where we have a relatively small number of clusters-because we can more effectively limit the number of false positives (Esarey and Menger, Forthcoming) . In turn, this allows us to have more accurate tests of statistical significance and decreases the likelihood that we report inaccurate findings.
QUANTITATIVE SURVEY RESULTS
The results from the multinomial logistic regressions contained in Appendices C and D furnish statistically significant evidence that favors the presence of a dialect island in the Greater St. Louis area, but with lexical differentiation between St. Louis and the Metro East. Further, we find evidence that indicates numerous age-related differences.
Because the coefficients in any multinomial logistic regression do not have a straightforward interpretation, we generate several figures in which we visualize the predicted probabilities of each response option. 7 To generate these figures, we changed the value of one our independent variables while holding all others constant so that we can interpret our statistical models in light of the change in predicted probabilities, relative to the baseline observation. 8 More specifically, we generated the change in predicted probabilities of giving each response option given a change in the value of one of our independent variables. Below, we graphically illustrate these comparisons. We see in Figure 7 that, compared to the rest of Illinois, respondents in the Greater St. Louis are 2.76% more likely to say cart and 4.21% less likely to say shopping cart than respondents in Illinois outside the region, when asked to identify the name of the "wheeled contraption in which you carry groceries at the market." That said, Figure 7 demonstrates that the Greater St. Louis area shows a different lexical patterning than the rest of Illinois. Significant differences are also found related to naming the "evening meal" (Figure 8 ). The predicted probability of saying "supper" increases by 2.06% when one is a resident of Greater St. Louis, relative to those who reside someplace else. Additionally, the predicted probability of saying "dinner" decreases by 2.11% when one is a St. Louis area resident, relative to one who lives elsewhere. Response differences are also seen between Greater St. Louis and the rest of Illinois to a prompt regarding the generic term used for any blended, semi-frozen, cream or milk-based drink ( Figure   9 ). Louis.
ST. LOUIS AND THE METRO EAST

AGE DIFFERENCES IN THE ISLAND
Our results also showed age related differences within the island, with patterning that sometimes matched that of either St. Louis or Metro East, but often differed from both based on the results from our multinomial logits in Appendix D. We illustrate these trends through Figures 10 and 11 . The left side of Figure 10 illustrates the response options for grocery cart, while the right side introduces those options for roly poly. When we examine the choice of grocery cart, we find that a one standard deviation increase in a respondent's age (from 43 to 60) is connected with an increase in the predicted probability of naming this object grocery cart by 8.5%, but a decrease in the probability of naming this object shopping cart by .5%.
When asked what to name the little grey creature that rolls up into a ball, a one standard deviation increase in age is associated with a 6.8% increase in the predicted probability of calling it a pillbug, and a 13.82% increase in the probability of calling it something else, but a 21.79% decrease in the probability of calling it a roly poly. Thus, the older a respondent is, the more likely they are to say grocery cart rather than other responses, and the older a respondent is, the less likely they are to say roly poly in response to the prompt, "What do you call the little grey creature (looks like an insect) that rolls up into a little ball if you touch it?" This pattern was at variance with Metro East respondents, who showed no preference between the terms.
Differences related to age may also be seen in responses regarding the evening meal and the label given to the ice cream drink. Figure 11 illustrates these differences, with the left pane corresponding to the evening meal, while the right illustrates the ice cream drink. Figure 11 : 'Evening Meal' and 'Shake' by Age Figure 11 indicates that a one standard deviation increase in age is connected with a 22.94% decrease in the predicted probability of calling the evening meal dinner, but an 18.33% increase in the predicted probability of calling this meal supper. The older a respondent is, the more likely they are to call the evening meal supper, with patterning stronger than the Metro East more generally, and with a reversal of the predicted choice of St. Louis respondents. Further, Figure 11 indicates that a one standard deviation increase in age is associated with a .6% increase in the predicted probability of calling the ice cream a malt, but a 15.51% decrease in the predicted probability of calling this drink a shake. Thus, malt is the preferred answer of older respondents, and this contrasts with both St. Louis and Metro East respondents who display somewhat differing preferences.
In sum, the interview data revealed lexical evidence that supports existing accounts of a dialect island in Greater St. Louis, while it also revealed distinctive vocabulary choices appearing in St. Louis that was uncharacteristic of the Metro East, and vice versa. We further found age-related syntactic and lexical choices. The results of the survey data reveal patterns of both lexical similarity and lexical difference in the St. Louis dialect island. The survey data also shows that an aging population in Greater
St. Louis is likely to make lexical choices that differ from younger respondents, who do not entirely replicate the lexical and syntactic choices of the older generation.
QUALITATIVE INTERVIEW RESULTS
Our interview responses, social media discussions, and print media provide another method of looking at language behavior in Greater St. Louis. These sources uncovered local residents with distinct conceptions of commonality in the dialect island, distinctions between the broad halves of the island, and the importance of age as factor in the language variation of the region. These results are based on an analysis of the responses of 47 individuals of varying ages, genders, and locations within Greater St.
Louis. The interviews consisted of many open-ended questions and recorded responses to questions about
Greater St. Louis and Illinois. Benson (2003) highlighted the importance of perceptions and folk beliefs in the mapping of dialect boundaries, and we find additional support for the quantitative results in the study through these qualitative means.
Interview responses regarding Greater St. Louis referred to both sounds and vocabulary.
Respondents stated that they believed people in the metropolitan area speak differently than those in other parts of Missouri or Illinois. Interviewees did not, of course, identify this commonality as island participation in the Northern Cities Vowel Shift. They had a vague sense that Greater St. Louis differed from a "twang" to the west in Missouri or the "Hoosier talk" to the east in rural Illinois. While Murray's (2003 Murray's ( , 2006 work documented that St. Louis dialect has some distinctive phonological forms that differentiate it in certain ways from the Inland North, our interviewees could only provide specificity regarding some strong lexical preferences within both areas of the island-for example, the well-known island use of soda in the island over pop (to the north), or coke (to the south).
Some respondents from both sides of the island used the term "T-Rav" for toasted ravioli, a term Age-related distinctions also appeared. All of the stereotypical St. Louis features, mentioned by Murray (2006) , were identified by respondents as something that older people might say, but which are no longer current. Younger respondents also employed syntactic variations not found among older adults.
For example, a 24-year old male from Glen Carbon, IL (within the dialect island), was more likely to use whenever than when, even for events that were unique and whose date or time was known. On the eastern fringes of the island, a 24-year old female from Highland, IL, used the same form. The use of whenever where other dialects use when was accepted by 16% of our respondents. Older respondents found these usages as unusual.
Other age-related variations were found in the positive use of anymore for what is elsewhere a negative polarity item, for example, in the use of "Gas is so expensive anymore, I hardly ever fill my tank." About 26% of younger respondents accepted this usage. A 22-year old male from Staunton, IL, and a 24-year old male from Sullivan, IL (both outside the Metro East) reported regularly using this form, and also deleted the complement of prepositions with interrogatives such as, "Are you coming with?" while including final particles in sentences such as "Where are you at?" The use of particle at, though, was far more common than the complement deletion after the preposition with (50% and 27% acceptance of these forms, respectively).
DISCUSSION
We found lexical evidence for a dialect island in Greater St. Louis, as well as, significant differences within the island. We also uncovered evidence of age differences as well. These results do not substantially differ from previous research on the region, but does expand and add to them. Minor differences exist. For example, Murray claimed that, "Children who intentionally miss school in St. Louis play hooky-a Northern and North Midlands term…" (1993, p. 129) . While some of our data confirmed the presence of this term (including appearances within the I-55 Corridor), the survey results do not reveal a statistically significant difference in the use of this term within the St. Louis and County, relative to the rest of Illinois. In fact, there is great homogeneity in the majority responses for most questions, regardless of sociolinguistic factors or location. It is only in a closer examination of variables and differences in predicted probabilities that interesting observations emerge.
Many other examinations of the area have been based on fewer participants or less refined data, so this study contributes to our knowledge base about the region. For example, the HDS (2003) received these responses from Illinois residents regarding its item #63: For example, we find statistically significant differences between the choice of shake and milkshake in the halves of the island, but the HDS conflation of the two terms cannot capture that difference.
Rather than reporting raw percentages of usage, our study provides a picture of predicted probabilities by location or sociolinguistic variables. The advantage of such an approach becomes clear when we notice that it provides a more fine-tuned examination of variables that reveals differences in patterning.
It is, of course, unsurprising that generational differences create opportunities for language variation. It has always been so, but there are reasons to suspect that these changes are accelerating for the greying population of Southern Illinois and Missouri. From 2010-2016, the percentage of Illinois persons 65 years or older has risen from 12.5% to 14.6% and in Missouri from 14.0 % to 16.1%, mirroring a growth of this age group in the U.S. more generally (13% to 15.2%) during this period (Census Bureau).
Still, it is interesting that respondents-younger or older-do not always respond in a fixed way to questions. There are enough distinctions that we can calculate predicted probabilities within a sociological group; however, as we might expect, respondents often alter their lexical choice given the utterance event.
This was sometimes observed when a respondent would give a majority response in the somewhat formal survey setting, but would make a different choice during a more casual interview. This variability in choices was also observed geographically, where respondents from different areas would have a variety of lexical resources at their disposal and would select from these resources to fit the context or imagined expectations, or to align themselves with a certain dialect for intended purposes.
It is curious that for those lexical items where there were differences between St. Louis and the Metro East region, the differences seemed to distinctively pattern: St. Louis residents displayed stronger preferences for particular lexical choices, while the Metro East respondents tended to display more response variability. Perhaps this difference relates to the point made at the onset of this paper: Illinois is unusual among the states in that it contains a more diverse set of language regions than is found in any other state. That greater diversity may translate into a broader set of acceptable lexical choices.
A more intriguing explanation for this patterning may be found in the distinct identities of the halves of the island. It is commonly said in the Metro East that the bridges to St. Louis only go one direction. Those in the Metro East are far more likely to cross those bridges for work, social events, commerce, and other activities than residents of St. Louis crossing the river to Illinois. Those who claim an urban identity will be more likely to affiliate with St. Louis, with the prestige of the well-known city exercising its influence on lexical choices.
Since the St. Louis "island" and other parts of Southwestern Illinois encompass so many overlapping dialectal influences, it may be that rather than identifying regions of Illinois by a dialectal name, it is more accurate to identify what kind of dialectal resources exist in particular regions. Frazer voiced such a concern when he stated that, "…the use of labels in itself is a problem. When I say 'Midland,' or 'West Midland,' I am certainly using 'explanatory fictions… '" ( , p. 206, see also Woodward, 2003 . Rather than fixed dialectal regions in Illinois, we have variant language use that draws upon the linguistic resources of the region, contextual factors, and the social variables interacting with the lived reality of language use. The social variable examined here-age-is not the complete picture. A fuller understanding of choices would have to also look at variables such as racial and ethnic identity, educational attainment, gender identity, socioeconomic class, and others. Even the geographic indicators raise a question about the usefulness of these idealized boundary constructs, except as a description of possible linguistic resources that speakers possess. In this case, there is both an island and a non-island, depending on how one slices the linguistic data.
The idea that speakers draw upon their linguistic repertoire in different ways for varying purposes is not a new one, although the concept appears to be more fully discussed for some linguistic variables There are many imagined communities and identities within in the St. Louis dialect island, and we may ultimately need to engage in the enterprise that Benor commends, "… shifting our analytic focus from the language variety to the individual, the group, and distinctive linguistic features," so that we can, "…shed light on the social meaning of language" (2010, p. 177). Such an enterprise could give us a better understanding of shifts occurring due to variation based on social causation (in this case, both age and the broader historic migration patterns influencing present-day Illinois dialects), and contextual resources (influence of current neighboring dialects, family idiolects, micro-variation in communities, and so on).
This kind of inquiry allows for heightened understanding of language behavior in our region, and ultimately provides a better look at the socio-cultural impacts of dialect. A desired impact of such research is that it would provide a basis to discuss divergent attitudes towards speakers of dialectal variations in our communities. Linguistic behavior is often a persistent feature of discriminatory judgments made against those who come from different speech communities, but what we see in this study is that heterogeneity and homogeneity exist in one and the same community. If Labov's (1984) "Cumulative Principle" is right (i.e., "the more you know, the more you can find out"), then perhaps the more we can know about our neighbors in a region, the better we can understand them, and hopefully, the more accepting we can become.
FUTURE RESEARCH
The independent variables that we discuss were limited to age and location; however, these give far less than the complete picture we prefer. Greater efforts are needed to piece together precisely how the various linguistic influences in Illinois and Missouri are involved in the diverse linguistic repertoire of the region. Furthermore, our focus has been primarily on lexicon, but there is still a greater need to identify the interactions between lexicon, phonology, and syntax in the region.
This study would have benefitted from a more robust and racially diverse pool of respondents.
This survey involved convenience sampling and did not capture the wide diversity in Greater St. Louis. Whether this observation can be shown to be true will depend on further investigation and analysis into the linguistic repertoires of Southern Illinois, St. Louis, and the Metro East. We hope that our findings intensify interest in the region and kindle further explorations of its dialects.
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1 Although, the Atlas states, "The transitional St. Louis Corridor shows the lowest homogeneity" of these areas). 2 The exceptions are St. Louis city proper and Carbondale. 3 Because we have so few nonwhite respndents, it is possible that the results that we report here solely reflect white speech patterns in our sampling region. To explore this possibility, we constrained the data to solely white respondents, and respecified all of the models. The signs and significance patterns are identical to what report here, with a couple of exceptions: the coefficients for "Grocery basket" (p=.134) and "All others for the little points of skin" (p=.112) for the Missouri Side variable are no longer significant at the p<.05-level. Moreover, the coefficient for the sex variable in the "All others for generic term for blended, semi-frozen, cream, or milk-based drink" model (p=.059) is no longer significant at the p<.05-level. However, the coefficient for Metro East in the "Two or more for insect that looks like a large thin spider" is now negative and statistically significant at the p<.05-level where it was not previously. Finally, the coefficient for the education variable in the "Malt" model (p=.060) is not statistically significant at the p<.05-level. We can say two things about these results: 1) there is no systematic pattern to them that undermines any of the conclusions in this piece; and 2) there are relatively few differences in the overall results when we constrain the data to solely whites.
predicted probabilities in the series of graphs, but do not graphically illustrate the standard errors. The standard errors for this analysis were produced as part of the process by which cluser-adjusted standard errors were computed. Unfortunately, the computational processes that produced the cluster-adjusted standard errors cannot also be used to produce cluster-adjusted standard errors when computing predicted probabilities. 10 However, Figures 3 through 6 do not undermine this account, but rather, show differences within the Greater St. Louis area on some measures. 11 We thank a reviewer for pointing this out to us. 
